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ALASKAN WAY VIADUCT AND SEAWALL PROJECT
COMMENT SUMMARY
February — May 2003

I ntroduction

The Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Project database contains 3,453 comments, 72 of which
were submitted between February and April 2003.

Origin of Comments

59 of the comments received came from attendees at community briefings held by the project
team. Eight more comments came through email, and five were submitted through the project
website.

38 comments were received from the central section of the project area, 22 from the north region,

and two from the southern section. Four comments came from outside the project area. The
origin of the other six comments could not be determined.

Design I ssues

The project comment form and the online website both feature a section where commenters can
rate 22 designissueson ascae of 1 to 5, with 1 indicating alow level of concernand 5
indicating the highest level. As mogt of the comments recelved during the comment period were
communicated a community briefings, there is not enough data available on these design issues
to andyze.

Comment Categories

The four categories which received the most commentary between February and April were:

A pure tunnd solution is unaffordable.
A totally elevated structure would be
aestheticdly horrendous, and il
unaffordable. The surface (“boulevard”)

option is chegpest, but has severd

disadvantages.

Isthere abdl park cost on just
redoing the seawall?
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Land Use and Zoning 13

In regards to the new waterfront park
by the aguarium, the waterfront does
need a good door, but the emphasis

ison the watersde and it seemsthere
could be some good development in

addition to the park.

Parking isvery
important.

!

Connections/Circulation .. What about ramps at Mercer

and Roy? It seemsthose are
more disruptive than what we

Has the project considered a have now

tunnel for through traffic and

rface boul forci
! bou e\_/ard oraty How many lanes of surface are
traffic? . . .
there with the tunndl-lite option?

Traffic 9

Connecting two mgor sate highways
(Hwy 99 & SR-520)--aswell as|-5--
would grestly enhance the flow of
trafficinthearea. It would dso
provide aroute from I-5/SR-520 to the
Sesttle waterfront, avoiding Sesttle
dreets with multiple traffic lights.

If the Viaduct were to come down, what
trangportation aternatives would we have?

By widening Mercer you
will just be increasing the
parking lot that it currently
isand nothing is hgppening
tol-5.




